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Nebraska Sugar and the Uruguay Round 
Craig R. MacPhee, Paul C. Burmeister Professor of Economics 
University of Nebraska·Lincoln 
"/ hove not heard a great deal from our sugar beet producers but GA TT surely is a dead 
end for 50me of them. " Senotor J. J. Exon , Congressional Record, December 1, 1994 
Nebraska's sugar beet production, generating 
ahout $9.6 million annually in form income, is on 
importont part of agricultural activily in the Nebraska 
Panhandle. Figure 1 shows the value of various form 
products for 1992 for the Nebraska Panhandle. In 
addition , sugar refining generates about $15 million 
annually in manufacturing payrolls in the Scallsbluff-
Bayard-Mitchell areas. These amounts compare with 
combined 1992 personal income of $751 million in 
Morrill and Scollsbluff Counties. 
Since passage of the Agriculture and Food Act of 
198 1 a market stabilization price for row sugar 
around 22 cents per pound has been maintained by 
reducing American sugar imports from 5.0 million 
tons in 1981 to 1.9 million tons in 1994. (See Figure 
2.) A tariff rate quota held the overage wholesale 
price 8 cents higher than the Caribbean price of 14 
cents in 1994. 
These prices are notstricllycomparable, because 
ocean freight would increase the Caribbean price by 
a fraction of a cent. European export subsidies and 
the American tariff tate quota also artificially depress 
the Caribbean price. 
Trade liberalization Fears 
In December 1995, Congress passed legislation 
to implement the U.S. concessions made in the 
Uruguay Round of negotiations conducted under the 
auspices of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade (GATT). Despite the artificiality of the low 
Caribbean sugar price, there has been concern that 
agricultural trade liberalization in the Uruguay Round 
agreement would cause a substantial drap in Ameri-
can sugar prices and depress income in the Nebraska 
Panhandle and other sugar-producing areas of the 
United States. N o similar concern was expressed 
about the new North American Free Trade Area (NAHA) because 
Mexico is a net sugar importer and special provisions in the NAFTA 
agreement would prohibit Mexico from diverting sugar to the 
Uni ted States in the future. 
In general, U.S. agricultural concessions in the Uruguay Round 
provided for: 
• Replacement of quotas by tariffs; 
• Tariff reductions of 36 percent; 
• Cuts of 36 percent in spending on certain subsidies; and 
• Cuts of 21 percent in subsidized export quantities. 
These cuts are overages, however, and they do not apply specifi-
cally to sugar. 
Figure 1 
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Sugar Policy in Perspective 
Sugar is a unique commodity-II 0 countries 
produce it and 70 of them export it. Almost all 
countries in the world distort sugar markets with 
special taxes, tariffs, subsidies, or quotas. The U.S. 
has a long history of intervention, doting bock to 
1789. From 1934to 1974 and from 1982 through 
1989 the U.S. protected domestic producers with 
imporl quotas that were reduced over the loiter 
period in order to maintain the market stabilization 
price. 
In 1988, however, Australia complained that 
the U.S. quota violated Article X of the GATI. A 
GATI dispute panel ruled in favor of Australia, and 
the U.S. agreed to convert its quota to a tariff rate 
quota. The tariff rate quota allows a variable amount 
of at least 1.25 million tons to en ter at a minimal 
tariff rate of 0 .625 cents per pound. The quota is 
adjusted periodically by the President in order to 
maintain the market stabili zation price. Any sugar 
imports in excess of the quota incur on additional 
duty of 17 cents per pound in 1995, a duty that is 
prohibitive because it raises import prices to 
uncompetitive levels. 
The only impoctthot the Uruguay Round has on 
th is U.S. policy is to require the tariff to be reduced 
gradually to 14.45 cents by 2001 . At the 1994 
Caribbean price of 14 cents, there will be no 
downward pressure on U.S. sugar prices because 
sugar imported in excess of the quota would have 
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duty·paid prices of 31 cen ts in 1995 or 28.45 cents 
in 200 l-prices for above the U.S. price of 22 
cents. 
The Outtook for Prices 
This analysis of zero impoct from the Uruguay 
Round assumes thattheCaribbean price would stay 
ot14 cents. As Figure 3 shows, however, the foreign 
price has fallen below 5 cents as recently as 1985. 
A price that low would make the tariff rate quota 
ineffective in preserving the market stabilization 
price of 22 cents aher 1996. 
What are the chances of the foreign price 
fa lling so low? The Economic Research Service 
(ERS) of the United State Deportment of Agriculture 
thi nks the probability is negligible because of sev-
eral factors that the ERS expects will drive prices up: 
• Higher incomes in less developed coun-
tries will enable their consumers to buy 
more sugar; 
• Many other countries have agreed to liber-
alize their sugar imports in the Uruguay 
Round , enabling their consumers to pur-
chase more; and 
• Some countries, notably South Africa and 
members of the European Union lEU), have 
agreed to reduce export subsid ies. (The EU 
equivolenl of the market stabilization price 
has been 26 cents/ pound in recent years.) 
Some of these expectations may not be rea~ 
ized. Higher incomes can be reversed by recessions, 
and the foreign price could fall in dollar terms 
because of appreciation of the U.S. currency in 
foreign exchange markets. These events, however, 
would be temporary. 
More disturbing for the long-term foreign price 
outlook are the following items: 
• Sugar exports subsidized by South Africa 
only amount to 2 percent of world trade; 
• The EU may not have to cut its export 
subsidies becouseofexceplions written into 
the Uruguay Round agreement; and 
• EU sugar exports are expected to increase 
as EU formers switch to sugar beets after 
losing subsidies on other crops. 
Nevertheless, the long.term probability for in-
creasing foreign sugar prices looks fairly high. 
The 1995 Form Bill 
In the final analysis, the market stabilization 
price for sugar may be affected more by the 1995 
form bill being drafted by the Senate Agricultural 
Committee than by the Uruguay Round. Congres-
sional budget cuHers have targeted agricultural 
subsidies. Although sugar producers receive no 
explicit payments from the U.S. Treasury, there may 
be pressure to reduce price supports for 011 com-
modities. 
American sugar policy received critical scrutiny 
in formulation of the 1990 form bill. In a report 
requested by Congressional Represen tativeCharies 
Schumer, the General Accounting Office estimated 
that the sugar quato cost sweetener users about 
$ 1..4 billion annually over the 1989-199 1 period 
while sugar producers received $561 million annu-
ally in benefits . Political action commi ttees 
representing sugar producers, however, mode Con-
gressional campoign contributions of $3 .3 million 
from 1983 to 1990, and the market stabilization 
price of 22 cents survived the 1990 farm bill. 
Implications of Liberalization 
What would happen if the tariff rate quota and 
market stabilization price were eliminated? The 
impact on Nebraska sugar beet growers would be 
noticeable, but not severe. I previously have esti-
mated that elimination of the U.S. quota on imported 
sugar would lower domestic prices by two-thirds of 
the current difference between the market stobili zo· 
tion price and the Caribbean price. (Business in 
Nebraska , November/December 1989) 
Updated to 1994, these estimates would imply 
that prices of sugar beets would fall 24 percent. 
Because the prices of other crops either would rise 
or not fall as much, growers would plant fewer acres 
of sugar beets and the gross value of sugar beet 
production would fall 32 percent. 
The effects on net farm income would be much 
less, however, because growers already rotate their 
plantings among alternative crops and because 
sugar beet production is more costly. Extrapolating 
the 1989 estimates, the fall in net farm income from 
sugar beet production after a hypothetical elimina· 
Figure 3 
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lion of Ihe morkel stabilization price and tariff rate 
quota would be less than 10 percent. Moreover, 
formers probably could replace obaut two-thirds of 
that income by growing alternative crops. To put 
these changes in perspective, one should note that 
the overage annual variation in the net income of 
Nebraska formers over the 1980s and 1990s was 
nearly 20 percent per year. 
Conclusion 
The Uruguay Round will have no adverse can· 
sequences on sugar beet producers in Nebraska . 
The 1995 form bill, on the other hand, could pase 
difficulties, depending on how it is finally written. 
Even tolal abandonment of price supports, how 
ever, would not change net form income any more 
Ihan it has varied in recent years. 
Acknowledgments 
The author is solely responsible for errors and 
opinions, but is grateful for advice and information 
from Barbaro f l·Os/a, Kris/in Golden, Lindo 
Ko/schwar, WesleO Peterson, Vernon Roningen, and Garth Taylor. 08 
Recent Migration in the Midwest and Nebraska 
The overage American makes 11.7 moves in a 
lifetime. Mosl moves are local. W hites have a lower 
overall role of moving than ei ther Blacks or persons 
of Hispanic origin . 
Average American is a statistical term developed 
by the Bureau of the Census to monitor li fet ime 
mobility. The term is used in a recent report by the 
Census Bureou entitled Geographical Mobifify: 
March 1992 to March '993. 
Figure 1 shows interregional migration for 1993 . 
In 1993, the Midwest gained an estimated 841 ,000 
persons (335,OOOfrom the West, 375,OOOfrom the 
South, and 13 1,000 from the Northeast) and lost 
607,000 (48,000 10 the Northeast, 199,000tothe 
West, and 360,000 to the South) for a net gain of 
234,000. These estimates are based on sample 
data, and therefore, they are subject to sampling 
error. 
Table 1 shows selected migrant characteristics 
for the Midwest. The age range for most outmigrants 
is 20 to 44 yeors. The age range for most inmigrants 
includes the 20-t0-44 yeor old group plus children 
age 1 to 14 yeors. 
Table 2 provides population estimates and com· 
ponents of change for recent time periods for 
Census regions and selected Midwest stoles. Col 
Figure 1 
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Table 1 
Midwest Migrations by Selected Characteristics, 
March 1992-March 1993 
lOOO} 
Net 
umn 6 of Table 2 shows that for the period July 1, 
1992 to July 1, 1993 Nebraska's population in-
creased on estimated 7,000 persons. During the 
period there were 23,000 births (column 7) and 
15,000 deaths (column 8), for a natural increase of 
8,000 persons. During the same period Nebraska 
picked up 2,000 persons from abroad (columns 9 
and 10). The state's potential population growth 
was 10,000 persons (8,000 + 2,000 '" 1 0,000). 
But Nebroska's estimated population growth was 
7,000 (column 5). The difference is net migration of 
-3,000 persons (column 11). 
Inmigrants Outmigrants Migration 
A report on Nebraska populotion projections to 
20 10 is available from the Bureau of Business 
Research. The report contains county level projec-
tions by age category. The cost is $12.50 per copy, 
including postage and handling. 88 
All Races 
Tolal, J year and over 
1 to 14?ears 
15 10 1 years 
20 to 24 years 
25 to 29 years 
30 to 44 years 
45 to 64 years 
65 to 74 years 
75 years and over 
Educational Attainment 
Tolal, 25 ~ears old and over 
Less than th grade 
9th to 12th grode, no diploma 
High school graduate 
Some colle~e or associate degree 
Bachelor's egree 
Graduate or professional degree 
Percent high school graduates 
IXI - Not applicable 
841 
174 
51 
142 
130 
198 
102 
27 
16 
473 
20 
31 
153 
112 
116 
42 
89.3 
608 233 
86 88 
32 19 
117 25 
119 11 
127 71 
87 16 
37 ·10 
2 14 
373 101 
14 6 
23 7 
110 43 
80 32 
90 26 
55 · 14 
90.0 IX) 
So<trce: u.s. DepcM"""'t 01 Com., .. ,e. E,O<>On"I'" ond Steli.t'" Admini . """"". e.." ,""u 01 .h. Cen,., 
Table 2 
Estimates of Resident Population of States: July 1, 1992 and July 1, 1993 
C07F:nents of Chan!Je (Includes Arme Forces Residing In Each State) 
(OOOs) 
Components of Change 
Change July 1, 
1 992 to July 1, Net Movement 
1993 From Abroad 
Interna· 
Reaion, AWil l , Popula- tional Federal DiVIsion, 990 July 1 J'~ I, lion Percent Migra- U.S. Residual 
and State Census 1992 I 93 Change Chonge Births Deaths lion Citizen Chonre 
II) 12) (3) 14) 151 16) (7) 18) 19) 11 0) II I 
United States 248 ,7 10 255,078 257,908 2,830 1.1 4,037 2,223 894 122 -
New Enjland 13,207 13, 196 13,230 34 0.3 188 119 35 3 ·72 
Middle tlantic 37,602 37,925 38,125 199 0.5 567 367 206 4 -211 
East North Centrol 42,009 42,719 43 ,0 17 298 0.7 649 380 81 4 ·56 
West North Central 17,660 17,92 18,054 133 0.7 257 165 17 5 19 
South Atlantic 43 ,567 45 ,092 45,738 646 1.4 676 413 112 44 226 
East South Central 15, 176 15,532 15,717 185 1.2 233 151 7 7 89 
West South Central 26,703 27,56 1 27,983 422 1.5 467 229 85 14 75 
Mountain 13,659 14,379 14,776 396 2.8 243 105 28 8 221 
Pacific 39, 127 40,753 41 ,269 515 1.3 748 293 322 32 ·292 
West North Central 
Minnesota 4,375 4,468 4,517 49 1. 1 65 36 6 - 14 
Iowa 2,777 2,803 2,814 11 0.4 38 27 2 
- ·1 
Missouri 5,117 5,191 5,234 43 08 75 51 4 I 15 
Norlh Dakota 639 634 635 I 01 9 6 - I ·3 
South Dakota 696 708 715 7 1.0 11 7 -
-
2 
Nebraska 1,578 1,601 1,607 7 0.4 23 15 1 1 ·3 
Kansas 2,478 2,515 2,531 15 0.6 37 23 3 2 ·4 
Sou<ce: u.s. Department 01 Com ..... , •• E,onom'" ond Stati't'" Ad.,ini,,,otion. Bu,-., of the Cen .. , 
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December 1994 Regional Retail Sales and Percent Change from Year Ago 
($OOO} 
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Price Indices 
February 
1995 
150.9 
135.4 
166.7 
% Change 
vs Year Ago 
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Employment in Nebraska 
Place of Work 
Nonfarm 
Monufocturing 
Ourables 
Nondurables 
Min ing & Consll'uction 
TCU' 
Trode 
Retail 
Wholesale 
FIRE' • 
Services 
Government 
Place of Residence 
Civilian labor Force 
Unemployment Rate 
Revised 
December 
1994 
812,280 
112,400 
54 ,061 
58,339 
33,400 
50,089 
206,613 
153,947 
52 ,666 
51 ,811 
205,640 
152,327 
862,688 
2.4 
Preliminary 
January 
1994 
797,316 
112 ,008 
53,981 
58,027 
30,443 
49,754 
200,899 
148,998 
51 ,901 
51,805 
204,221 
148, 186 
864,990 
2.9 
• Tron$pOrlotion, Communication, and Urilities 
•• Finance, Inwronce, and Reol Estote 
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City Employment 
November 1994 
Percent Change from Yeor Ago 
The Stole and Its 
Trading Centers 
NE8RASKA 
Alliance 
Beatrice 
Bellevue 
Bloir 
Broken Bow 
Chadron 
Columbus 
Fairbury 
Falls City 
Fremont 
Grand Islond 
Hastings 
Holdrege 
Kearney 
lexington 
lincoln 
McCook 
Nebraska City 
Norfolk 
North Plotte 
99011010 
Omaha 
Scottsbluff/Gering 
Seward 
Sidney 
South Sioux City 
York 
Employment! 1) 
1.3 
1.3 
3.2 
.0.5 
.0.5 
5.7 
2.0 
2.8 
2.7 
1.9 
2.9 
1.7 
1.8 
4.7 
3.3 
3.5 
.0.6 
2.2 
3.9 
3.3 
1.9 
4.5 
.0.5 
3.6 
2.4 
2.3 
.1.3 
4.0 
II) ~ a proxy lor city employmenl, totol employment 
(Iobor lorce basisllor the county in which a city is located 
is used. 
s--.. N.b" ..... " ~ oIlabcw 
Nonmotor Vehicle Net Taxable Retail Sales in Nebraska Cities 
December /994 % Change December /994 S Change 
I$CXXJI V$ YoorAgo I$CXXJI V$ YoorAgo 
Omaha 518,670 7.5 Henderwn 935 40.8 
Lincoln 204,63 4 9.4 Pierce 930 18.9 
Grand blond 60,691 8.7 Rushville 915 25 .0 
Keorney 35,114 13.9 Waverly 909 39.6 
Norfolk 34,691 9.9 Arop'ohoe 875 18.9 
ScoHsbluff 26,590 6.7 Moaiwn 870 <>.8 
NOfIl1 PloHe 26,466 3.5 Gibbon 859 9 .4 
Haslings 26,276 6 .9 DoniFchon 857 38 .4 
fremonl 25,71 4 6 .3 Ookond 824 4.7 
Columbus 23 ,963 ·3.7 O~eoIo 815 4.9 
Bellevue 20,599 10.9 Wisner 791 11.6 
&eolrice 12,725 4.0 Bollle Creek 780 · 12.0 
McCook 11 ,727 4.1 Benkelmon 759 22 .B 
York 10,277 12.1 Pender 757 9.9 
lo Vislo 9,756 9 .6 loup City 756 3.3 
leltinglon 9,052 2.1 Slonlon 754 9 .1 
Soulh Sioult City 9,036 5.3 Hum~rey 731 7.3 Sidney 7,405 1.1 Com idg8 706 4.3 
Allionce 7,279 6.7 Oshkosh 705 22.0 
Bloir 7,025 6 .8 Elgin 686 29.9 
Seward 6,464 ·22 .B SCribner 684 15.7 
Nebrosko City 6,215 12.1 Friend 681 17.B 
~ollolo 5,81B 6.4 Fronklin 674 0.7 
Ho drflf8 5,734 <>.1 Fullerton 673 ·5 .2 O'Neil 5, 420 2.2 Shehon 662 ·1 4.6 
Brolr.en Bow 4,856 4.5 Wilber 654 11.2 
Popillion 4,852 3.6 Humboldl 640 9 .4 
Grelno 4,75B 9 .8 Weepinff Woter 628 ·28 .8 
Chadron 4,74B 2 1.5 Cho~~ 618 26.4 Crele 4,459 0 .3 NOf Bend 586 0 .3 
Valenline 4,435 10.3 Blue Hill 578 21.9 
Gering 4,269 8.6 Boyard 576 12.5 
Foirbury 4,122 .1.7 Ponca 569 9 .4 
West Poinl 4,002 1.5 Bassell 550 7.8 
Wayne 3,923 ~ .5 Rondolph 549 22 .3 
Plallsmouth 3.811 23.7 Tilden 536 " .3 
FoIls City 3,504 9 .6 OltfOfd 528 13.5 
Cozod 3,444 11.9 Elwood 524 ·17.0 
AurOfO 3.305 19.1 WymOfe 519 9.3 
Auburn 3,239 10.1 Clorkwn 516 14.2 
Wohoo 3,033 1.8 Osmond 502 ·21.8 
Rolston 2.725 2.8 Crowford 496 1.8 
O,d 2,573 1.1 Dokoto Ciry 492 lB .O 
GOlhenburg 2, 54 7 6 .3 lyons 490 8.4 
Gordon 2.529 2.8 lourel 473 . 12.4 
Schuyler 2,519 ·3.4 Crohon 467 27.6 
AinswQfth 2,465 5 .2 Morrill 462 8.2 
Horlin~ton 2,336 8.2 Wood River 460 6 .2 
Kimbo 2,32B 14.8 Oodg. 454 32.0 
Albion 2,18B 7.0 Sull1erlond 453 12.'1 
Hebron 2,133 1.1 Wokefield 452 · 11 .4 
Elkhorn 1,989 5.0 Deshler 446 45 .8 
Genevo 1,968 1.5 Pawnee City 437 11.5 
Superior 1,943 10.5 Wouneto 435 26.5 
Imperiol 1,926 4.7 Emerson 426 1.2 
M!nden 1,898 '().6 Arnold 408 35 .1 
Cenlrol City 1,839 16.5 Hoorer 406 3.8 David City 1,796 18.9 Eoge 405 33.7 
Neligh 1,683 21.4 Sh.lbl' 400 14.0 Ceresco 1,533 41.2 Cloy enter 393 8.6 
SI. Paul 1,467 2.0 Ge~ 389 36.0 
Mitchell 1,4 11 28 .3 louisville 369 ~.7 
Sullon 1,399 23 .9 Hoy Springs 368 · 13.0 
Tecumseh 1,371 12.1 Curtis 365 0 .8 
Creighton 1,324 13.3 Arlinglon 338 ~ . 2 
Ashlond 1,294 6.3 Sarfen, 337 6 .6 
Atkinwn 1,268 40.7 Hic man 335 14.3 
Tekamah 1,252 6 .5 Junioto 327 26.7 
~~~~ 1,212 15.6 Newman Grove 318 · 12.9 1,082 8.7 Minatare 314 2 1.7 
Grant 1,056 11.7 Ulko 314 13.8 
Rovenno 1,042 12.5 Elm Creek 296 <>.6 
Burwell 1,038 14.8 Coiro 296 4.2 
MilFord 1,037 23.7 Benninglon 284 11.4 
Syrocuse 1,021 .1.5 BertranCl 277 2 1.5 
Stromsburg 1,018 12.5 Springfield 241 21.7 
Volley 1,013 ·5.'1 Foirmont >39 ·1.2 
Plainview 983 2.8 Beover City 230 22 .3 
Bloomfield 963 18.9 Kenesaw 168 21.7 
Alma 949 11.1 Axtell 157 ·14.7 
< • N..oboalloo~dl 
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Frontier 
.. ~~ille!;S is not our only business... Slo<kvale-County Seat ~. 
_ Next Coon')! of i\IIonth 
Every organ izotion requires a name to give it on identity, but of-len a nome limits understanding of on organization 's purpose 
and activities. You may have only 0 vague notion of whot we do 0 1 
BBR aside from publishing Business in Nebraska. 
,..;;ZO; specializes in ... 
• economic impact assessment; 
• demographic and economic projections; 
• compi lation and analysis of data; 
• electronic dissemination of information via 
NU ONRAMP; and 
• survey design. 
is a leader in the presentation of data and 
information ... 
... uti lizing the latest in G IS and interoctive technologies 
to present research results. 
's NU ONRAMP provides the public with 24 
hour access to ••• 
• 1980 and 1990 Censuses of Population; 
• 1987 ond 1992 Censuses of Agriculture; 
• Consumer Price Index (CPI); 
• Housing storts; 
• Employment data; 
• Personal income data; 
• Retai l sales figures; 
• Bond yields (historical); 
••• and much, much morel 
For more information on how BBR can assi~t you or your 
org(lnizqtion, conf1!!ist us at (402) 472·2334 or send e-
mOil to clampheariPbbr_un .edu 
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Business in Nebraska April 1995 ., 
License plate prefix number: 60 
Size of county: 976 square miles, ronks 17th in Ihe slate 
Population: 3,101 1990, a change of -15 .0 percent from 
1980 
Median age: 37.3 years in Frontier County, 33.0 years in 
Nebraska in 1990 
Per capita personal income : $15,0187 in 1992, ronks 8dth 
in the state 
Ne t taxable retail sales ($000): $ 10,848 in 1993, a 
change of 9.7 percent from 1992; $1 1,502 during January-
December 1994, a change of7 .1 percent from the some period 
one year ago 
Number of business and service establishme nts: 80 
in 1992,67.5 percent hod less than five employees 
Unemployment rate: 1.9 percent in Frontier County, 2.9 
percent in Nebraska for 1993 
Nonfarm employment (1993): Frontie r 
State County 
Wage and salary workers 762,703 783 
lpercent of 10101) 
Manufacturing 13 .5% ID) % 
Construction and Mining 4.3 3.4 
TCU 6 .2 3.1 
Retail Trade 18.4 ID) 
Wholesale Trade 6 .8 (0) 
fiRE 6.6 IDI 
Services 24.6 13.3 
Governmenl 19.6 50.7 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
(O) Data nol available because 01 disclosure suppression 
Agriculture : 
Number of forms: 419 in 1992, 496 in 1987 
Average form size: 1,257 acres in 1992 
Market value of form producls sold: $42 .6 million in 1992 
($ 10 1,582 overage per form) 
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